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Introduction
Workfare is considered to be a useful complementary policy tool to improve the efficiency of the welfare state. The OECD (2005) , for example, explicitly recommends work requirements for those receiving unemployment or welfare benefits as part of a comprehensive activation strategy on the labor market. Empirical analyses have focused on the effectiveness of workfare to bring the unemployed back into employment, either after program participation (e.g. Huber et al. 2011) or even before actual participation if program participation requirements are used as a threat to induce the unemployed to look more actively for regular jobs (Black et al. 2003 , Geerdsen 2006 . Little is known, however, on what participation in workfare programs means for the participants while they are participating. In this paper, we will shed some light on the subjective well-being of workfare participants and compare it to the well-being of unemployed and employed workers.
The common view of workfare is that it enables a more favorable trade-off between equity and efficiency in unemployment insurance schemes. Unemployment insurance has to provide a sufficiently high level of income support to effectively insure unemployed workers against the income risk associated with unemployment and to ensure an income that at least covers the socio-cultural subsistence needs that modern welfare states guarantee to all people. Granting high levels of unemployment benefits increases the utility when unemployed but reduces the incentive of the unemployed to take up employment as quickly as possible again. Workfare, i.e. tying benefit receipt to the requirement to spend some time working in public employment schemes, can help mitigate this welfare state dilemma. Withdrawing leisure from the unemployed at a given benefit level is meant to reduce their utility, thus increasing their job search incentives and their willingness to accept job offers even if they are not well-paid, without sacrificing the welfare state's desire to provide income support.
Several studies have conducted a theoretical analysis of the conditions under which the implementation of work requirements is socially desirable. Besley and Coate (1992) consider workfare in a model without unemployment and show that work obligations to qualify for income support can help the welfare state to better target basic income support to low productivity worker whose labor market income falls short of a socially defined subsistence minimum. In such a setting, workfare makes it unattractive for high productivity workers to mimic the low-productivity types as they can earn more in the private sector than in a workfare measure. It improves the efficiency of public income support if the share of low productivity workers is low and productivity differences large. In the presence of unemployment, Kreiner and Tranaes (2005) argue that workfare can help increase the effectiveness of unemployment insurance by better targeting benefits to the truly needy. They show that workfare can separate voluntarily unemployed individuals, who choose not to work because of a relatively high disutility of labor, from involuntarily unemployed individuals, who have a relatively low disutility of labor but just happen to find no job. In the search-and-matching model by Andersen and Svarer (2014) , workfare can reduce equilibrium unemployment by improving the incentive structure on the labor market. For the unemployed who have not taken part in workfare yet, workfare exerts a motivation or threat effect as it increases the incentives to engage in search activities and to accept a job offer even if the job is not well paid. For the employed, workfare reduces the value of their outside option, thus leading to more wage moderation. Through both channels, equilibrium unemployment falls.
The gains from workfare in all these models come at a cost, though. Unemployed people without work obligation enjoy more leisure than workfare participants. For any given unemployment benefit level, the utility derived from being unemployed without workfare thus exceeds the utility derived from being unemployed but facing some workfare obligation. This calls for cost-benefit analyses to determine whether workfare is socially desirable. In the model of Kreiner and Tranaes (2005) , this is the case if the share of voluntarily unemployed individuals is sufficiently large because the utility loss of involuntarily unemployed workers when giving up leisure is then relatively small compared to the gains from not having to pay for the voluntarily unemployed. Andersen and Svarer (2014) show that an optimal workfare scheme should be tough on participants (reducing their utility substantially), but actually employ only a small number of people (to reduce the welfare loss of lock-in effects). Theoretical analyses of workfare schemes thus regard work requirements as a necessary evil.
However, it is far from clear that real-life workfare jobs necessarily reduce the utility of the unemployed. In fact, the empirical evidence suggests that, at least from the point of view of the actual participants, workfare might not be so bad after all. Indirect evidence is provided by evaluations of the employment effects of workfare programs. It is commonly observed that workfare participation causes a lock-in effect, i.e. that, while participating in the program, the transition rates into employment are substantially lower for program participants than for nonparticipating unemployed persons (Huber et al. 2011, Hohmeyer and Wolff 2012) . The motivation effect may be offset by a lack of time for job search. However, workfare programs typically demand and encourage participants to search for regular jobs, allow them to take time off to go to job interviews, etc. (for Germany, see e.g. Federal Social Court 2008, paragraph 27 ). An alternative explanation of a lock-in effect could be that participants actually do not feel so bad in these jobs. The threat effect of workfare (cf. Black et al. 2003 , Geerdsen 2006 ) may then indicate a selection effect. Those who dislike participating in workfare (e.g. the voluntarily unemployed in the model of Kreiner and Tranaes 2005) will try to leave unemployment faster while this does not seem to be the case for eventual participants. In this group, one often observes that exit rates to employment fall already in the period between the announcement and the start of the program ("Ashenfelter's dip", see e.g. Schneider et al. 2000 . This suggests that the group of eventual participants does not feel threatened by the prospect of having to take part in workfare, but instead looks forward to it.
To learn more about how workfare participants actually feel, one can simply ask them.
Numerous studies have shown that unemployment is one of the life events that is most detrimental to people's subjectively reported mental well-being (for a review, see Weimann, Knabe and Schöb 2015) . The subjective well-being of workfare participants, however, has not yet been comprehensively studied. Using data from the German Socio-Economic Panel, Knabe and Rätzel (2011) find that participants in public job creation schemes, where people were paid a low wage, have -after controlling for income differences -a life satisfaction that is higher than that of unemployed persons, but not as high as that of regular employees. Similar results are found by Crost (2016) . Wulfgramm (2011) , who uses data from the German panel study "Labour Market and Social Security" to evaluate an alternative German workfare scheme where people receive one or two euros per hours in addition to their basic unemployment benefits, also finds that the life satisfaction of workfare participants is between that of regularly employed and unemployed people. Moreover, she finds that workfare jobs are especially beneficial for life satisfaction if participants perceive them as increasing their chances of future employment, while the effects are more negative if the jobs are seen as degrading.
These results are in line with findings from social psychology that employment is psychologically beneficial. According to Jahoda ( , 1982 , there are five 'latent benefits of employment': employment 1) gives a time structure to the day, 2) allows people to get in contact with others outside the family, 3) forces people to be active, 4) links people with broader goals, and 5) defines personal status and identity. The question is which of these latent benefits can also be provided by workfare. The fact that workfare participants report a higher life satisfaction than unemployed people does not allow identifying the specific channels through which workfare may improve well-being. In this paper, we examine different subdimensions of the subjective well-being of workfare participants. This decomposition of subjective well-being helps to shed light on the question which of the latent benefits of work matter most for workfare participants.
We make use of a novel dataset that contains information on both life satisfaction and emotional well-being. Looking separately at these two subdimensions of subjective well-being allows a more comprehensive view of the subjective well-being in workfare jobs. To obtain the data, we conducted a survey using the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM). We collected data on how people in workfare measures, as well as regularly employed and unemployed people as comparison groups, use their time on a specific day, their emotional experiences during all activities they were engaged in during the course of that day, their life satisfaction, and their general life circumstances.
To the best of our knowledge, this is the first quantitative study on the emotional well-being of workfare participants. We intent to contribute to a better understanding of the relationship between workfare policies and different dimensions of subjective well-being. Thereby, we do not claim to identify causal effects of workfare. Our survey can only present a snapshot of the well-being of the participants we interviewed. We cannot claim that the results necessarily extend to workfare participants in other programs, regions, or at other points in time. We also cannot claim that the results are causal, because we do not have information on the well-being of the participants before the start of the program and we cannot preclude that participants have, to some degree, self-selected into these programs. With these caveats, we want this study to be understood as a descriptive, exploratory analysis of the well-being of workfare participants compared to regularly employed and unemployed people that nevertheless allows us to derive useful insights for a more comprehensive cost-benefit analysis of workfare measures.
Coping strategies play an important part in how strongly people suffer from being unemployed. Jahoda (1982) and Warr and Parry (1982) argue that the possibility of engaging or emphasizing alternative social roles, such as being a spouse or parent, can be used to partially offset the detrimental effect of unemployment. Our findings indicate that the life satisfaction of workfare participants is between that of employed and unemployed people, suggesting that workfare may act as such a coping device that allows involuntarily unemployed people to partially restore their social purpose or social status and reduce the violation of social norms.
This also confirms findings from social psychology that suggest that "employment is psychologically supportive, even when conditions are bad" (Jahoda 1981, 188) . While previous studies have restricted their attention to the life satisfaction of workfare participants, we also analyze their emotional well-being. We find that the emotional well-being of workfare participants is not only higher than that of unemployed people, but also higher than the emotional well-being of regularly employed persons.
In the following two sections, we describe the institutional regulations of workfare measures in Germany and our survey design. Section 4 then presents the descriptive statistics and Section 5 provides the results from our regression analysis. Section 6 discusses an alternative channel by which workfare may affect subjective well-being. Our final section discusses the findings in the light of the different theories on workfare and concludes.
Workfare in Germany
In Germany, workfare mainly refers to the so-called One-Euro Jobs. Officially, they are not mainly intended as an instrument to sanction the unemployed or to increase incentives to regain 
Methodology and survey design
Between March and July 2008, we conducted personal interviews with 1,080 persons in Germany (in Berlin and the Magdeburg region) who were either full-time employed, long-term unemployed or long-term unemployed but currently participating in a workfare measure. Our aim was to learn about their subjective well-being, their daily experiences and their life circumstances.
To measure emotional well-being, we applied the Day Reconstruction Method (DRM), which is a combination of a time-use study and the measurement of affective experiences (see Kahneman et al. 2004a, b) . Emotional well-being refers to the pleasantness of people's emotional lives and can be represented by the summation of the strength of positive and negative feelings people actually experience over time (Kahneman 1999) . The central point is the measurement of affective experiences of the participants during the previous day. Using a standardized survey questionnaire, we first asked respondents to list all the activities they were engaged in during the course of that day, beginning with the first one after waking up and concluding with the last one before going to bed, and to note the start and end time of each activity. Then, respondents had to describe each activity by answering questions concerning what exactly they did during that activity, with whom they interacted, and how they felt during each activity listed in their diary. We specifically asked respondents to assess how strongly they experienced various affect dimensions on a scale from 0 ("not at all") to 10 ("very much").
Positive affects were measured using the attributes "relaxed", "happy", "comfortable/at ease", and "enjoying myself". Negative affects comprised "lethargic/dull", "insecure/anxious", "stressed", and "frustrated/annoyed".
To compare affective experiences between different individuals, we calculated the net affect
A, a common measure of mood and emotions in the psychology literature (Bradburn 1969) . The net affect is constructed in two steps. First, one derives an index of the affective experience during each activity of the previous day. This index is defined as the difference between the average score the respondent gives to all positive attributes and the average score of all negative attributes. Then all activity indexes, weighted with the duration of the activity, are summed up.
This time-weighted affective experience of an individual over the course of the entire day yields the net affect A. 2 To obtain an overall assessment of their subjective well-being, we asked respondents to answer the question "How satisfied are you with your life as a whole?" on a scale from 0 ("not at all") to 10 ("very much"). Life satisfaction LS encompasses global evaluative judgments of one's life circumstances. People have to create a reference framework for what constitutes the best and the worst possible life and then compare their own life circumstances with these extremes. To do so, people take into account how other people live and how their own life was or will be at other points in time (Dolan and Kahneman 2008) . They also consider their purpose and meaning in life, which transcend the day-to-day experiences relevant for affective wellbeing (Loewenstein 2009) . 3 In addition, respondents answered questions about themselves and their life circumstances. In this study, we make use of the information on subjective health status (measured on a scale from 0 (very poor) to 10 (very good)), highest level of vocational education, monthly gross labor income, monthly net household income, own employment status, weekly working hours (where applicable), marital status/living in a permanent relationship, and number of children living in the household. 4 From the total of 1,080 interviews, we had to drop 25 interviews due to lack of understanding and missing answers. The remaining 1,055 interviews cover 366 full-time employees, 348 long-term unemployed, and 341 workfare participants. Our interviewers approached the unemployed in the local employment offices and the workfare participants at their workplace. They were asked whether they would like to participate in a survey. If they agreed to participate, they could choose whether the interview would take place directly on site, at their home, or at the local university. We only interviewed long-term unemployed persons eligible for the means-tested "Unemployment Benefit II". Unemployed and workfare interviewees received a compensation of 10 euros. To recruit employed respondents, we randomly selected addresses from the telephone directory of the district of the employment offices. We then sent a letter in which we briefly explained the purpose of our study (without yet mentioning that we would ask respondents to provide information about their time-use and feelings) to these households and told them that we had selected them to participate in the study.
Within three days, we gave all these households a telephone call to make an appointment for the face-to-face interview, which then took place either at the university or at the interviewee's home. Of all the people contacted and willing to talk to us on the phone, 55 percent were in the target group, i.e. full-time employed. Table 1 summarizes some descriptive statistics for the three subsamples: the employed, the unemployed, and the workfare participants. While the three groups are very similar with respect to some personal characteristics, there are larger differences with respect to other characteristics. Employed people enjoy a substantially higher net household income, are more often married or cohabiting, and have had higher vocational qualifications than both other groups. They also work longer than workfare participants. Workfare participants have experienced about 24 weeks more unemployment in their ongoing spell than the unemployed we interviewed. Table 2 presents the net affect A for different activities, broken down by employment status, with activities being sorted by their mean net affect for the workfare participants. First, Table   2 shows what Knabe et al. (2010) call the saddening effect: unemployed persons have roughly the same ranking of activities as employed persons, but show lower net affect scores in most activities. By contrast, Table 2 shows that for most leisure activities, workfare participants exhibit the highest net affect scores. They thus enjoy leisure activities not only more than the unemployed, but also more than the employed. In contrast to the saddening effect, we might call this the excitement effect or hedonic effect of workfare. workfare participants seem to enjoy these activities. With an average net affect of 4.84, working ranges between childcare and shopping, far above the average score of 2.72 of regularly employed people, for whom working belongs to the least satisfying times of the day.
Descriptive statistics
Work demands the largest share of time for both the employed and workfare participants.
The employed spend about 7.5 hours per day at work while workfare participants spend only less than 6 hours at work. Commuting time is, on average, 1 hour and 4 minutes per day for the regularly employed and 56 minutes for workfare participants. Concerning time spent on leisure activities, we do not find big differences between the three subgroups. However, the unemployed can allocate more time to other activities. Table 1 already shows that the unemployed sleep almost one hour longer than regularly employed and workfare participants.
In addition, they spend much more time on relatively positive leisure activities such as socializing or reading but also on lower ranked activities such as watching TV and doing household chores. While we hardly observe any job-seeking activities for both employed respondents and workfare participants (which is already suggestive evidence that workfare does not seem to spur participants to engage in more job searching), 26% of the unemployed respondents reported job search activities during the previous day, with an average duration of almost two hours. In Table 3 we compare average life satisfaction and average net affect of the workfare participants with those of the employed and those of the unemployed. The regularly employed report the highest life satisfaction but the lowest net affect of all three subgroups. Workfare participants report higher life satisfaction scores than the unemployed but lower scores than the regularly employed. This result is in line with the findings by Rätzel (2011) and Wulfgramm (2011) , who used two different German panel datasets. Even though we cannot claim that our sample is representative, the observations that the life satisfaction ranking of the three groups is the same in our sample as it has been in other, representative studies and that even their absolute levels of life satisfaction are very similar are reassuring and suggest that we have not selected a group of workfare participants whose subjective well-being generally behaves in a way that is very different to a representative sample. For this reason, it seems remarkable that the net affect gives a very different rank ordering. Contrary to life satisfaction, the net affect of the workfare participants is substantially and significantly higher than both the net affect of the employed and the unemployed.
We can decompose the overall difference of the net affect between the unemployed and the workfare participants analytically by applying a thought experiment developed by Knabe et al. (2010) . We first calculate how the average net affect of all the unemployed persons would change if they experienced the same average net affect as the workfare participants in all specific activities. The difference in affective well-being in the same activities corresponds to the hedonic effect. In addition, the second effect, the time-composition effect, concerns how much time a person allocates to each activity and measures how the different time structure changes average affective well-being. While the unemployed spend their whole time on leisure activities (except for job search activities), the workfare participants spend 5 hours working and an additional hour commuting. As we know already from the results in Table 2 , workfare participants report higher well-being scores in almost all activities. The hedonic effect is thus positive and actually accounts for most of the total difference in the average net affect. The remaining time-composition effect of +0.194 is small, as the average score for work-related activities is comparable with the net affects for leisure activities that workfare participants had to cut down.
When comparing the net affect scores of workfare participants with the employed, a similar picture emerges. When assigning the average net affect levels of the workfare participants to the employed without any adjustments in time use, the average net affect of the employed would rise by +0.932 while the time-composition effect is almost negligible. The total picture, however, looks quite different. While life satisfaction is much lower for workfare participants, this is not true for their affective experiences. Overall, workfare participants enjoy the day more than the employed but they are nevertheless dissatisfied with their life circumstances. This is suggestive evidence that workfare participants suffer from a lower social status or from not meeting social norms compared to the regularly employed. However, when compared to the unemployed, workfare benefits the workfare participants in both respects. They both enjoy the course of the day more than the unemployed do and are more satisfied with their life circumstances.
Regression analysis
The observed differences in life satisfaction and emotional well-being between the three groups could be influenced by differences in other characteristics. To isolate the relationship between employment status and subjective well-being, we make use of regression analyses in which we can control for correlations with other observable differences between survey respondents.
Using regressions also allows us to disentangle cognitive and affective aspects of subjective well-being. Life satisfaction is a compound measure reflecting both cognitive and emotional . In addition to cognitive judgments, contemporaneous affective experiences will also enter one's evaluation of life satisfaction (Diener et al. 2009 ). Hence, cognitive well-being cannot be measured directly in our survey. However, cognitive well-being can be deduced from the two available measures of life satisfaction and net affect. Reported life satisfaction can be used as an empirical proxy for total subjective well-being or utility (see e.g. Frey and Stutzer 2002) , which may be represented by a life satisfaction function that depends on both a person's contemporaneous affective experiences A and the (non-observable) cognitive assessment of her life C. Both components of subjective well-being (C and A) depend to different degrees on a set of contemporaneous factors (such as income, health, family status, age, or the number of children). Identifying the different channels by which workfare impacts subjective well-being thus requires taking the differences in other influential factors into account.
When comparing workfare participants with the unemployed, we could see from the descriptive statistics that workfare is associated with higher life satisfaction. This does not immediately imply that this is related to higher cognitive well-being because higher life LS satisfaction might be fully attributable to the higher level of affective well-being. When comparing the workfare participants with the regularly employed, however, Table 2 suggests that the difference in global well-being is mainly cognitive by nature since the differences in average net affect and average life satisfaction are of opposite sign.
To further disentangle the two channels by which life satisfaction may be affected, we make use of a regression analysis that takes into account individual differences in various individual factors. We first regress net affect A and life satisfaction LS on the two states 'employed' (EMP) and 'workfare participants" (WF) and on personal economic and socio-demographic characteristics (represented by the vector i X ): When interpreting the estimates of regression model (2) as partial correlations with a purely cognitive measure of well-being, one has to assume that the net affect is a purely emotional, non-cognitive measure. This assumption is problematic to the extent that respondents might have thought about cognitive aspects of their life during specific activities on the day that they reconstructed in the survey. 5 If these cognitive aspects influenced their emotional experiences in these activities, the net affect would be a "bad control" in regression (2). If not having a regular job affects cognitive well-being negatively, which causes life satisfaction to fall, which in turn decreases retrospectively reported emotional well-being, controlling for the net affect would lead to an underestimation of the true full relationship between the employment status and cognitive well-being. This potential underestimation generally strengthens our findings.
5 It should be kept in mind that even though cognitive issues arise in the interview (family and job situation, income, past unemployment experiences), the fact of being interviewed should not influence the reported emotional well-being because a) these questions were asked in the third part of the interview after the diary part had been concluded and b) the reported activities and emotions occurred on the day before the interview. Note, that the DRM provides an efficient approximation to the results of the Experience Sampling Method that is considered to be the gold standard of measuring emotional well-being (Kahneman and Krueger 2006 ). Table 4 presents the estimation results for the regression equations (1) and (2). In column 1, we reproduce the results for the net affect already reported in Table 3 . In column 2, we add demographic variables to the regression, including household income. Unemployment duration and living in a partnership is not significantly related to affective experiences. Respondents with a vocational qualification show a significantly higher net affect than people with university education or those without any qualifications. Household income shows no relation with a person's net affect during the course of the day. Participating in a workfare measure, however, is associated with significantly and substantially higher net affect scores compared to the unemployed. In addition, workfare participants also report much higher affective well-being scores than the regularly employed.
Regression results
Column 3 reproduces the results for life satisfaction shown in Table 3 . In the fourth column, we add demographic variables to the regression, including income. The workfare coefficient falls slightly but remains highly significant. Hence, adding demographic controls and, in particular, household income to the regression changes the relation between workfare participation and life satisfaction only little. The reduction in the employment coefficient is somewhat larger, but nevertheless remains large and highly significant. Unemployment duration is slightly negatively related to the life satisfaction for the unemployed but not so for the workfare participants. Women report slightly higher life satisfaction (significant at the 10 % level). Life satisfaction is U-shaped in age. People that report to be in better health are also more satisfied with life. 6 Participants with higher education levels report a significantly higher satisfaction with their life in general and so do participants with higher household income. The observation that household income shows no relation with the net affect score while it is strongly related to life satisfaction is in line with the results reported by Kahneman and Deaton (2010) and Diener et al. (2009) . Adding the reported net affect in column 5 shows that the net affect has the expected positive effect on life satisfaction for all groups. The employment coefficient does not change much, compared to column 4, and remains highly significant when controlling for the net affect. The workfare coefficient becomes smaller but also remains highly significant. We can interpret these coefficients as the cognitive component of the relationship between employment status and life satisfaction. Hence, workfare has a positive relationship with life satisfaction that goes beyond the large difference in the net affect we report in columns 1 and 2. Participating in a workfare measure is thus not only associated with higher affective well-being but also with cognitive well-being above the level experienced by the unemployed. Cognitive well-being in workfare is, however, significantly lower than in regular employment.
Finally, we conducted some robustness checks with modified net affect measures that were calculated by subsequently leaving out one of the eight affects. This does not affect our results.
Hence, we do not find evidence that a single affect drives our findings. In another check, we allow all components of A to have different effects of LS by adding them in separately. All results remain qualitatively unchanged. Using the U-Index and the episode satisfaction as alternative measures for the emotional well-being (see Knabe et al. 2010 ) also provides the same qualitative results.
Voluntary versus forced workfare
We have some information about why workfare participants decided to take part in the workfare measure. We asked workfare participants for their reason for currently being on workfare. Most workfare participants (n = 152) answered that "being able to work" was the reason for taking up workfare, with earning extra income (n = 81), the hope for a permanent job offer (n = 59), and fear of benefit cuts (n = 22) being the other answers participants provided. 27 stated "other reasons".
277 workfare participants actively tried to get the current workfare job, which implies that most workfare participants in our sample were apparently participating voluntarily. This, however, does not imply that the other workfare participants were forced to take up the job.
Since we do not have information from the employment agency that would allow us to clearly identify forced workfare participants, we decided to subsume all workfare participants under the heading of "forced workfare" if both of the following two conditions were fulfilled: i) they did not actively apply for the current workfare job and, if applicable, did not actively apply for the last preceding workfare job either, ii) they stated that the reason for participating in the workfare job was that they were "afraid of benefit cuts" if they rejected this job assignment. In total, we can identify 35 workfare participants who belong to this group. All other workfare participants are subsumed in the category "voluntary workfare". In Table 5 we run the same regressions as shown in Table 4 but distinguish between 'forced workfare' and 'voluntary workfare'. The net affect of the voluntary workfare participants is significantly larger than the net affect scores reported by both the unemployed and the employed. For the forced workfare participants, on average, the net affect also exceeds both the net affect of the unemployed and the employed but the differences are not significant. The finding that voluntary workfare participants enjoy the course of the day much more than the unemployed, while this cannot necessarily be said for the forced workfare participants, might indicate that the estimated positive emotional effect of workfare is partly due to a selection effect.
Column 3 shows that the average life satisfaction scores of both workfare groups are significantly higher than that of the unemployed, but less than that of the employed. Adding the demographic controls and household income in column 4 shows that health, education, and income have the expected sign. With respect to unemployment duration, we find a positive coefficient for the forced workfare participants. Adding the reported net affect in column 5
shows that the net affect score has a positive and significant relationship with life satisfaction for all groups. 7 The employment coefficient remains highly significant when controlling for the net affect.
The coefficient for voluntary workfare becomes smaller but remains significant at the 1 % level. The coefficient for forced workfare is larger than the coefficient for voluntary workfare but the difference is not significant. In combination with the positive coefficient of unemployment duration, this result also hints at a selection effect. The mean unemployment duration of forced workfare participants (82 month) exceeds the average unemployment duration of the voluntary workfare participants by 13 month and those of the unemployed by 36 month. If we observe those unemployed among the forced workfare participants who have better adapted to unemployment, the positive coefficient of unemployment duration might be explained by this selection. By contrast, it might be that those people who are unhappiest about being unemployed are also those who apply voluntarily for a workfare measure. 8
As both forced workfare and non-forced workfare participants show higher life satisfaction scores than the unemployed, this indicates that workfare may serve as a status-restoring device, irrespectively of whether the job has been taken up voluntarily or not. In this case, participating in a workfare measure may raise not only the affective well-being but also the cognitive wellbeing beyond the level experienced by the unemployed. Due to the low number of identified forced workfare participants, this conclusion should be treated with caution.
As the F-tests show, the forced-workfare coefficients for the net affect are both significantly higher than the respective employment coefficients while the forced-workfare coefficient for life satisfaction is not significantly different to the employment coefficient, when controlling for the net affect. We do not find any significant differences when comparing the voluntary workfare coefficients with the coefficients for forced workfare participants.
Workfare: just a "holiday from unemployment"?
From previous research on the psychological cost of unemployment cited above, we would expect that workfare participation raises the cognitive well-being of many unemployed people as it allows them to partially restore their social status and their identity. By contrast, we would also expect workfare to have little impact on the affective components of subjective well-being as previous research has shown that unemployed and regularly employed people show no significant difference in their emotional well-being, which might be explained by hedonic adaptation (see Knabe et al. 2010) . The findings presented in this paper, however, show that affective well-being is significantly higher for workfare participants than for the employed and the unemployed. Since almost all existing workfare schemes are temporary by design and allow people to apply for them voluntarily, existing workfare measures may provide a temporarily beneficial escape from the monotony of the daily routines of being unemployed. Such a 'holiday-from-unemployment' effect may yield a temporary utility gain for unemployed people by raising their emotional well-being, which would fade away over time if participation in a workfare measure were permanent.
A well-designed field experiment that separates the temporary and permanent effects of workfare schemes could help identify the different channels by which the participants' utilities are affected. Unfortunately, such a field experiment is not at hand. Nevertheless, by deriving data on both cognitive and affective well-being from people in existing workfare measures, we can distinguish between the two channels. First, we find that the cognitive well-being is higher than that of the unemployed but lower than that of the regularly employed. This result indicates that workfare may act as a coping device that allows the unemployed to partly restore the identity they derive from working. Second, the workfare participants have a similar daily time structure to regularly employed people. Hence, one could expect that both groups have similar levels of affective well-being. Contrary to this expectation, we find that the affective well-being of workfare participants is higher than that of the unemployed and even higher than that of the employed. Apparently, workfare participants enjoy being in workfare measures over the course of a day. They enjoy working time more than the regularly employed, which hints at the existence of a holiday-from-unemployment effect, in analogy to the honeymoon effect one observes when people change jobs (see Connolly and Viswesvaran 2000, Chadi and Hetschko 2013) .
Differences in the affective well-being during working time may also be explained by factors we cannot control for, such as differences in work strain. However, the decomposition of the net affect has shown that the affective experience of leisure time is also higher for workfare participants than for members of the other two groups. This latter observation provides further evidence of a holiday-from-unemployment effect. Breaking out of the monotonic daily routines of being unemployed not only makes engaging in new activities more exciting, but also improves the experience of those (leisure) activities that the individual has already engaged in before. To the extent that we can expect hedonic adaptation, we can expect (though not prove) that the higher net affect the workfare participants report for their leisure activities relative to the net affect reported by the employed is only transitory and thus due to the temporary nature of workfare. It is a subject of further research to analyze whether this effect on affective wellbeing would prevail if workfare participation were be permanent.
Concluding discussion
In our study of German workfare participants, we found that people in workfare jobs have a higher life satisfaction than unemployed people, but are less satisfied with their lives than regularly employed individuals. The affective well-being of workfare participants is significantly higher than that of the employed and the unemployed. Since we find that the positive relationship between workfare and life satisfaction is stronger than what can be explained by differences in affective well-being, we conclude that workfare is also positively related to cognitive well-being. This may suggest that workfare helps to partially restore identity utility that has been lost when being unemployed because it may be rewarding to work for one's own living, to reciprocate society's support, or to fulfill some social work norm (cf. Schöb
2013).
This interpretation of our findings stands in stark contrast to the standard view of workfare, according to which work requirements in unemployment support schemes reduce the utility of the unemployed. In the theoretical analyses mentioned above, workfare is seen as a necessary evil because only by lowering the well-being of the unemployed (without reducing income support below a socially acceptable level) is it possible to improve the general functioning of the labor market. Our findings challenge this view by suggesting that those people eventually ending up as workfare participants actually feel good when participating in workfare schemes.
Their average subjective well-being, both in its cognitive and affective dimensions, is higher than that of comparable unemployed persons who do not participate in workfare. The implications, though, can go in two opposite directions.
On the one hand, this could mean that workfare exerts neither a threat nor a motivation effect. Workfare would then miss its aim of improving the general functioning of the labor market and become an ineffective and perhaps even counterproductive policy instrument. This negative view is compatible with previous evaluations of the employment effects of workfare schemes, which regularly found substantial lock-in effects and unfavorable employment outcomes for workfare participants (Huber et al. 2011, Hohmeyer and Wolff 2012) .
On the other hand, our results do not necessarily imply that workfare cannot play the role assigned to it in theoretical analyses of efficient unemployment insurance or poverty alleviation programs that require workfare to reduce the utility of the unemployed. If workfare successfully separates the voluntarily from the involuntarily unemployed, as in the model by Kreiner and Tranaes (2005) , workfare might still exert a strong threat effect on the voluntarily unemployed as intended. In the presence of such a separation effect, workfare exerts a threat to some unemployed people or people whose job is at risk, while, at the same time, alleviates the burden of unemployment of those who eventually participate. If workfare had this double benefit, the case for using it as an efficient policy tool might thus be even stronger than standard theory suggests. Our study can only confirm the latter effect as, after all, we have mainly observed voluntary workfare participants in our survey, so that we cannot rule out that nonparticipants would have shown a much lower subjective well-being in workfare than that found in our study. Previous studies, however, suggest that workfare programs can have strong separation effects. For instance, Feist and Schöb (1998) report that about 1/3 of the long-term unemployed in Leipzig quit the social assistance system when forced into a longer-lasting comprehensive mandatory municipal workfare measure. Black et al (2003) for the USA and
Geerdsen (2006) for Denmark also find that the threat of mandatory participation in workfare programs or reemployment schemes after a certain period of unemployment actually motivates individuals to find regular employment prior to participation.
This discussion shows that more research, both on the theoretical effects of workfare in the presence of heterogeneous types of workers as well as on the empirical effects of workfare, is needed to base cost-benefit analyses of workfare measures on firm ground. In this regard, the analysis of the different dimensions of subjective well-being may turn out to be very promising.
